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1. INTR.ODUCTION

The UniSYI Corporation by ita ofticerl aDd pUl'lUlllt W_on 1.415 ofthe

Commission'I rules, hereby comments 00 tho iJsuea raiIocIb)' the Commission in its

Notice ofProposed Jty1mp'Pua (FCC 95-46. released February 7. 1995) (the "NPBM")

in the above-captio~ proceecfin&. Unisys it a 1ona-ItIIId;oa participant in FCC

proceedings and volwbry ltandan:1Iactivitiea which ~.b.een the basis for resuJatiol1l

applicable to oomputert ancIlnformatiOD TecbnololY Eq~mcDt (ITE). Unily.

commends the Commiuion'. new dereJulatiOIl approach &q imctference control buecl on

its acknowledpent that:

A "There is currently ....."hiab rate ofcompliance and ~.gf"lianificant interference

from personal comp\ltCl1 and their peripboral•... ..(1)

B. "It is possible to reduce the resuJatory burdoo on mazwfac:tw'en without

compromising our objoctive of controllina interference ttompanonal compuUna

equipment.to(2)

C. "There is groVling interest in the·iDtemational barmoaUzation ofstandards. test

method. and produCi approval procedw'OI to bett. fAcili•.lIJde." (3) and the propoaed

chanaes .."would align the FCC equipment authorizatiOll requirement. for personal

computers with those used in other pllU of the world.9I(4)

(I) FCC ET Docket 9S-19. para. I
(2) FCC BT Docket 95-19. para. 1
(3) FCC ET Docket 95-19. para. 1
('~CC ET Doc:ket 95-19, para. 1
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n. SUMMARY OF UNISYS POSmON

A. The CommiJaion should modifY itl ru1eI to pennit verification with • Declaration of

ConfomUty (DOC) for III ITE. However, the DOC propoled by the Commission requires

some burdensome bureaucratic information thatcloel DOt Ippearto increue compliance.

B. VerificationIDOC ofmodular PC componeDtJ is the IDOIt eftective way to control

interference from PC'.. notwithstandina any theoretical di"icultia in verification.

However, the COmmiuion'1 propoulabould be broadcfted CO include interCOMeCtins

cables and any other PC componentS withliplficant me.tireDce potential.

C. The Commission'. propoul to requireBMI test labontorieI to be NVLAP accredited

is burdensome and doa not appear to be justifiable in the oontext oCthe deregulation

thrust ofthis rulemaJdna

D. A simplified "logo" type 1Ibelinj propm shouldbe~~ .
. ':"'''.''

E. The Commission sIIould also take this opportunityto"its Class A and Clus
~ .~

B definitions ofdisital devica with the lat. intemational~"
"

F. The rule modifications dacribed in this section Ihouktbl~OUI1y adopted and

implemented by the Commission.

m. SPECIFIC COMMBNTSIPROPOSALS

A. The CommiisioD should modl"lu ruI. to permltY~cadoDwith •

Declaration of.Conformlty (DOC) for au lTE. Dowev.-, tile DOC propOJeeI by tile

Commission requires lome burcleuome bureaucratic IIIlona_doD tbat do", Dot

appear to increue compliance. As ITE and other disltIldevices become blcreasi"l1Y

regulated worldwide, it is Unisys' bclieftbat every daR IbouJd be made to simplifY.

harmonize and ensure that any MOl are cIemol\ltJ'8bly~ IDd c:onsiltent with the

pace oftechnology and distribution ofthele produet.t. Totblt.umt, the Commission',

proposal to diminish authorizatiou procedW'e& for peraonal~ it c:onunendable and

timely. Unisys JtronaJy eodotJel the CommiJJion". propoJll to eliminate the bilateral

certification process tOr penoDl1 comput..... but I'MOmmond. it be replaced with the

"verification process proven eft'ec:Uve with dlVicea, and coupled with a Declaration of

Compliance for Ill.ITE devices. The DOC will provide a mechanism ofacexlWltabllity that

win tend to Jevel the plane field for all supplier.. This approach would provide common
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FCC authorization procedures for Claa A and B ITE u weD U dole alianm- with

European replatioDJ. In the continuecl cle\tek)pment oftbeworld market, it is Unisy.·

hope that a single DOC baled on intemationaUy accepted COItI to a lingle Nt ofminimum

neceswy limits. will become a realityiD the not 10 distant tbture. The Commission'.

actions in this rvlemakinS proceecliDa ilift oPPOnunity to Itop purpotefulJy in that

direction.

Unisys urSei the Commiuion to reconJider the requirement that the DOC contain an

identification of the cqmpliance teat report by date and number. This requirement could
,

unwittingly reimpose ~I)'J in JOing to market. apeciaUy In larp organiutions where

testing. development, ~eturin& marketina and documentation could all be conducted

at different aeosraphib locations. Such infonnatlon would Ukely not enhance compliance

and be of little or no ~tlrest to the CODSUllllVl receivinJ "·DOC. In seneral, Unisyl

recommends the Co'-on a.cIopt an "elevatof' approlCb to the dw'acter ofthe DOC.

In most elevators th* claya. the elevator safety inspectioa certifteate. whidl were in full

display in elevatoR ia)now replaced by a notice that statOl,that the certiftcate is available in

the plant engineer'l ohice. For EM! compliance accountability purpoSCI, it should be

sufficient for the CoQlmission to require that the DOC ideatif)r an"~" that can pro~de

the test report and Iny other pertinent information in I tOURJIIble amount oftime.

B. VerificatioDlDOC of modular PC componeatlll tIa'JIlOlt ell'ect1ve ••7 to control

interference from PC-.. Dotwlth.gndinl au)' diflicultl.. Ia verlfteatloa. Bowever,

the Commission'. propOl&llhould be broadened to IDcluclelDterconDecdDI cablu

and an1 other PC compoaeatl witb .lplficant Intei'fertllCl poteDtlaL UDJike the

conditions that existed when the Commission formulated itlpenonal computer

regulations. the development, lIWWfactute and distn"butionof IUch product, II

increasingly characterized by opeD architecture, modularOOlQPOoentl. and multiple

sources ofassembly and distribution. To that extent, tho tlnalUJembJer ofpersonal

computers could be virtually pawedeu to enlUre the COfttI'OlI necessary to achieve BMI

compliance ofthe integrated produetJ. Requirement ofcomponent EMlauthorization

would place the conttol responsibility at the source oftho BMI potendal and almost

certainly result in fewer "Band-Aids" and more comprehensive solutions in the control of
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EM! from PCs. Unisy. recommend. the Commluion aIJo require EM! authorization of

some "unauthorized" AlbauembUes thatwn not ideDtifted in ita rulemaldna proposals,

Althouah some ofthe unauthorized lUbusemblies auch u dIIk drivea and memory

expansion are probably "EM! benip", others IUCh u "ICQIIOI'Itor carets"' and

microproeessor upsrades miJht not be. and mould tberdnallo be authorized.

Moreover, Unisys recommend. the Commillion a1Jo require the authorization of

interconnecting PC cables. To the extent that PC cncloJUrel would be tested and "rated",

interconnecting cables should be Iimilarly treated. It is Unilyl bc1iefthat the teebnoloJY

better supports cable testing and ratina than it doea reladYt1)'DODdescript amaII

enclosures. Surface transfer imped.aDce or conventional ~J-Ib1e1ding effectiveneu

methods are wen documented and could be readily emplo~fot IUch purpolC'.
~. ;. ~ ":'

To the extent that the PC enclosure and its electronlOl~_~mpositeradiator, it
"

could be difficult to demonstrate "abieldina effectiveneu" of* .J,eut 6dB from 30MHz to

l000MHz. Perhaps the fipre ormerit will have to be red\Jcod or modified in portions of

the frequency range. but in any cue, the Commission IboUIct not be deterred in It. duust

to control PC enclosura.

C. The Commiuiont
• proposal to require EMI telt IibcaNtoriei to be NVLAP

accredited ill burdenlome aDd dOel Dot appear to btJ~ble ba the context or the

deregulation thrust of tbu nIIemaldae. The CornrnI..to1l~.wUJinsneu to reduce PC

EM! authorization procedurea is ttated in tho ET Docbl9S-16 u beiDa based on its

perception "that there is currently • hip rate ofcomp~an4lac:kofsignificant

interference from personal computers." and that "it it podlb1e to reduce the rcgulatory

burden on manufacturer1 without compromiJina our obJecalve ofcontrollina

interference, .." Unisys then mull question the Commi"'OJ1~' propOll1 to add • "bia
brother" provision for the cadre oftest laboratories tbatluvecontributed to dJiI succ:cu.

Ifthere are incompetent laboratoricl. they have not prevented the Commission', program

for controlling interference from ITB from bcin& IUcceafbI. Why then encumber aD of the

good laboratories with controls aimed at • few who have not altered the esRntWlUcceu

of the Commission's program?
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Moreover, it is unJtys obJel'YatiOJl ,tbatthifd J'II'>' acc:roditaUon JChemet IUch u the

Commission', NVLAP propolll do DOt ouue competenCeofcontinuing daily attivities.

Personnel come and 10 and c:onditiODJ chlDp CODtinuaUy u compared to widely .paced

and predictable third pIrty aueumeftU. The teebniCl1It.~ to wbieh the

Commission'. staft: orpniQtiOIll such U Unil)'l. uuI~ laboratories have

contnbuted. coupled with random liency audit. of Iabon.toJY practices. Jhould provide

reasonable control ofcompetency. Lut. but not leut,tee market users will provide the

ultimate control.

Iffor some rlbe CommiuiOD 11 DOt COIWinced lhatthird party accreditation of

EMI test laboratoriea' GOither necasary DOT efl'ocdve••Unisy. Ulps the Commission

to broaden the pollib _tor "ucreditation", includJna~&cturer ISO 9000

registration, and take 'aetlOD until the outcome ofMu~~"l~anition Agreement
I:~~ : ...:'./~:

negotiations with the , ,pun Community iJ known. .,

D. A .implified -101 If O'PI IabeilDl proaram .bould,••dopted.

It is Unisys view that "label relief'~d be a.p_jpppDlideration of

personal computer ~ ,on. The labellni now required to be placed on internationally

distributed penonal Ttera threatens to Umit deairableenhlllcements in product size.

Unisys' opinion is thatjthe FCC', EM! comnliance 1t1temmU; labels are not meaningfUl to

the vast majority of~AII computer Userl Such Jtat~. :JniBht be better positioned

in user manuals where tutorial infonnationconcemina~.~" included. A simple

logo type product Jabel. If11I)', would probably be IUlIicioQt IIId ospeciaIly~ with

the thrust to require~nent EMI authorization

E. The CommilJioD ,hould aIIo take lb.. opportu81t)'~.,laanDoDIze Itt Ow A aDd

ClUJ B definlrlolU of dllltaJ devlca with tbe latClt "~"oaal.taDdardl.Unisy.
".:.

urges the Corrunission to revisit the P.MI clasa definitlons....,jan. ofthia initiative to

deregulate PC EM! authorization. Theae definitions reqUire ~rersldistributors to

distinauish between products intended to be "marketed exClusively for use in business,

industrial. and commercial environments" (Class A) and thOle "marketed for use

anywhere. including residential environmentt:" There is limited districtiDB in the USA

that would coincide with whatever dw'actcristics miJht be used to describe businesa,

s
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industrial and commercial enwonmentt. Il1dlt is tiir to .y that I'IIidencea could probably

be found in many IUcb .,.wonmenu. LacJdna the environmental data and the interpretive

skill to apply these definition&, it it probable that many II1IIlUfacturendistributon over

dassify their products, using the more 'ltrinacot Clua B 4Mipation. The Clua B BMI

limits, as the CommissiQn is uncloubtocUyaware. arc~qf.Jy more difficult and costly

to comply with. thereby impedinJ tM wider distribution oflTB.

Simpler definitioDi ofEMI dUI" u lneluded in the lOCOod edition ofCISPR

Publication 22, would (oquit. only that a C1us A or B ITS CC)mply with the Clus A or B
I

limits. Accompanyins awdance information then dacrlbel tbe desree ofinterference

protection provided by: the limit.. Adoption orthe CISPA=~tionsby the

Commission would (l)jIUnpUfY the 1Ulea. (2) permit~ flexibility to dosJpate
1 "l~'

EM! duses ofprodueta coDlilteat with competitiveand~lacedemands. (3)

provide an opportunitY! k) ntduce ovetclwifieation and,~... product cost. and (4)

harmonize USA EMI ... definitions with the definJtioQl UIOd maD other countrieJ.
, '

IV. CONCLUSION

Unisy. conunendltho Commission for illICknow~ortho auccou orthe

indusuy and government eft'oru to coDtrol interference tt~I1'E. and the Commiuioo',

initiative to reduce or~ burdensome and WUlecelllf)' controlt. We urle that the

Commission not~ it thrust by impoaingineffective "a.nd burdensome third party

accreditation on BMJ t'" Iaboratoriel. Moreover, UniIyJ.peaII to the Commiuion to
"

broaden the perapect1 of it. deregulation initiative toco~ proposals presented in

this document foreq~ ITBBMI authorization~~ll1d harmonizing EMI

clUJ definitions with intemationalltandardl. UniJya pJOdelkl.lQPport to the
, '~. ';,

Commission's well-reuoned decisions in thia matter and_.Commission to
.::ti>..:·~,

complete, adopt and implement tbeso new rules in tho 11lO~~oUl manner.

Date June I, 1995 tor tho UIQyJCo~.,
..':;:~?~:~~) ,!,.,

Name St_•.·{,)baIa
Title D~;Standard. & Compliance
Addreu VniIyI Corporation

P.O.BoxSOO
Blue BoD, PA 19424

Phone No. 21S..986-4IB3
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